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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
February 14, 2008 has been entered. 

2. The following is a Final Office action in response to communications received 
February 14, 2008. Claims 1 , 4, 6, 8 and 10 are being amended and added new claims 
13-14. Claims 1 , 3-14 are now pending. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1, 3-12 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Collura 5899867 in view of deCharms 20020103429. 

Re claim 1, Collura teaches a training assistant system comprising a training task 
presentation unit for presenting a training task to a trainee having damage in the brain 
(column 5 lines 49-58), a trainee's response collection unit for collecting a response 
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from the trainee in accordance with the training task (column 3 lines 61-64), a brain 
activity measurement unit for measuring brain activity at a plurality of brain regions of 
the trainee (see figure 1 , column 5 lines 1 8-30). 

However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
means for searching a region of interest among the plurality of brain regions by 
comparing a response from the trainee's response collection unit with measurement 
results from the brain activity measurement unit (paragraphs 0031 and 0032) and an 
information processor for controlling presentation by said training task presentation unit 
and for determining a next training task to be performed depending upon the region of 
interest searched by said means for searching (paragraphs 0038 and 0039). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 0011 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 3, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 

However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
information processor controls said training task presentation unit such that a task for 
searching the region of interest (paragraphs 0327 and 0328). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
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perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 0011 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 4, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 

However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
information processor sets evaluation criteria for the response of training the trainee and 
evaluates the response of training the trainee based on the evaluation criteria 
(paragraphs 0056-0059). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 0011 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 5, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 

However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
evaluation criteria including a response time and a correct answer rate (paragraphs 
0149, 0157 and 0654). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 0011 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 6, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 



Application/Control Number: 10/771,450 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3714 

However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
information processor sets evaluation criteria for the measurement results from the 
brain activity measurement unit and evaluates said measurement results of training the 
trainee based on the evaluation criteria (paragraphs 0266, 0268 and 0384). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 0011 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 7, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 

However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
evaluation criteria including a change percentage in a peak value of the brain activity 
(paragraphs 0407 and 0483). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 0011 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 8, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 

However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
information processor sets evaluation criteria for the response from the trainee's 
response collection unit and the measurement results from the brain activity 
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measurement unit and evaluates said response and second measurement results 
based on the evaluation criteria (paragraphs 0058-0060). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 001 1 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 9, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 

However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
evaluation criteria include a response time, a correct answer rate and a change 
percentage in a peak value of the brain activity (paragraphs 0345-0347). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 0011 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 10, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 

However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
means for searching selection unit compares a first timing of the response from the 
trainee's response collection unit and a plurality of second timings of the measurement 
results from the brain activity measurement unit brain activity and selects the region of 
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interest by judging synchronism between the first timing and the second timings 
(paragraphs 0273-0274 and 0351-0352). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 0011 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 1 1 , Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 

However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
synchronism between the first timing and the second timings is judged by using a 
correlation coefficient or a calculation method (paragraphs 0471 and 0485). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 0011 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 12, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 

However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
training task is presented via at least images or sounds (paragraph 0096 lines 1-11). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 



Application/Control Number: 10/771,450 Page 8 

Art Unit: 3714 

software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 0011 lines 1-5). 



5. Claims 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Collura 5899867 in view of deCharms 20020103429. 

Re claim 13, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 

However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
the training task presentation unit presents said new training task to the trainee and a 
response to said new training task from the trainee's response collection unit is 
compared with measurement results of said new training task from the brain activity 
measurement unit to evaluate a result of training so as to decide another new training 
task to be performed (paragraphs 0044-0045 and 0057). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 0011 lines 1-5). 

Re claim 14, Collura teaches the invention as discussed above. 
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However, Collura fails to teach the following limitations as taught by deCharms: 
means for searching locates the region of interest without using information of a 
damage location in the brain (paragraphs 0070-0071). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to modify Collura's invention in view of deCharms in order to provide methods, 
software and systems relating to the use of behaviors performed by a subject and 
perceptions made by a subject that alter the activity of one or more brain regions of 
interest as taught by deCharms (paragraph 0011 lines 1-5). 



Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed February 14, 2008 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

7. The Examiner reminds that it is the Applicant responsibility to read the entire 
disclosure of the prior art cited for rejections including the pertinent references cited. In 
addition, see the above citation for more clarifications. 

8. In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., "means for searching a region of interest ROI among the plurality of brain regions 
by comparing a response from the trainee's response collection unit with measurement 
results from the brain activity measurement unit ") are not recited in the rejected 
claim(s). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from 
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the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

9. In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

1 0. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

Conclusion 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure as per the attached Notice of References Cited. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to ALVIN L. CARLOS whose telephone number is 
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(571)270-3077. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30am-5:00pm EST Mon- 
Fri (alternate Friday off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Xuan Thai can be reached on (571)272-7147. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Alvin L Carlos/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3714 
/XUAN M. THAI/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3714 



